Research on questions in various institutional and non-institutional settings has convincingly demonstrated the significance of studying their form. However, the limited linguistic literature on the topic of parliamentary questions rarely addresses this issue, and where it does, it describes the question form as predominantly closed. Preliminary research that was conducted for the purposes of this study shows this is not the case in the discourse of Question Time in the House of Representatives of New Zealand. Namely, our findings indicate the predominance of open-form questions. Therefore, the study at hand is an attempt to explain this apparent inconsistency. The main purpose of this study will be to provide the quantitative analysis of various question forms and types in New Zealand QT so as to offer a viable explanation for the predominance of open-form questions in this institution in light of the available literature. The results of this study will be useful for potential comparative studies of question form (and function) in parliamentary settings.
Introduction
Unlike other disciplines, such as political science and sociology, linguistic scholarship has relatively recently started showing interest in parliamentary discourse. Within linguistics, parliamentary discourse has mainly been "tackled" from the perspectives of critical discourse analysis (e.g. Van Dijk 2000a, Wodak and Van Dijk 2000) , pragmatics (e.g. Harris 2001 , Perez de Ayala 2001 , Bull and Wells 2012 , functional linguistics and corpus linguistics (see contributions in Bayley 2004) . Furthermore, the genre has been fragmentized into various subgenres, 1 such as general debates, parliamentary questions, speeches, ministerial statements, etc., with the significant amount of research being done on parliamentary debates and oral/written questions (see Ilie 2006) . On the other hand, when it comes to the subject of questions and the interrogative form, linguistic research in this area is considerable. A particularly fruitful topic is the form and function of questions, which are examined in both institutional and non-institutional settings. Ehrlich and Freed (2010) , for example, explain that the study of questions has always been central to the study of institutional discourse; even though parliamentary questions are not part of their edited volume, its numerous contributions demonstrate the important correlations that exist between question form and function.
Research on questions in parliamentary discourse, as a type of institutional discourse, tends to focus mainly on contextual aspects surrounding the use of parliamentary questions. When it comes to the syntax of questions, this issue is mostly skirted, and their description as "polar" is generally taken for granted. For example, in her encyclopedic entry on the subject of parliamentary discourse, Ilie says that, according to syntactic criteria, "a vast majority of parliamentary questions belong to the closed category of yes-no questions, which are meant to constrain the respondents' answering options" (2006: 195) . Similarly, Harris notes that " [if] we examine the syntax of a selection of questions from the Prime Minister's Question Time data, the predominant form is that of a polar (yes/no) interrogative frame " (2001: 457) . However, despite the obvious significance of this aspect of question-asking, to the best of this author's knowledge, there are no quantitative studies that would support this assumption. Research on question form in similar types of institutional discourse, such as courtroom discourse (Woodbury 1984; Archer 2005) , shows that question form and function are inextricably linked, and that syntactic form of the interrogative utterances proves particularly important for examination of their roles in discourse. This paper aims at broadening the existing research on parliamentary discourse, by examining the form of Members of Parliament's (hereinafter MPs) questions in New Zealand House of Representatives. As Bull points out (1994: 117-118) , to find clear guidelines on what constitutes "questions" is not as straightforward as it seems. Still, the issue of deciding what identification criteria to apply "constitutes an important methodological issue that has to be addressed in […] research on question-response sequences in any conversational situation " (1994: 119) . Namely, the interrogative is not the only type of form that performs the function of asking questions (consider, for example, declarative questions); in the same way, this particular syntactic form does not have to be used to ask questions (consider, for example, rhetorical questions).
Interrogatives, questions and typologies of question forms
2 The fact that there is a lack of one-to-one fit between the interrogative (i.e. the syntactic form) and the communicative function of questioning (questions) is nothing new and the issue has been studied extensively (for example, see Searle 1975) .
The issue of which criterion/criteria to adopt in order to identify certain linguistic expressions as questions proves particularly important within the approaches to institutional discourse from the perspective of conversation analysis, where the analysts transcribe the data themselves. As it has been re-Nasle|e 36 • 2017 • 233-246 ported, even where the nature of the speech event should clearly point to the questioning function of certain utterances, it does not always do so. Clayman (2010), for example, studies questions in news interviews and notices that, even though the journalists' role is for the most part restricted to asking questions, the constraints on what counts as a question are not strict, since the journalists not only use interrogatives and non-interrogatives, but also other elaborate structures to ask questions. Given the nature of language data used for the purposes of this study (transcripts of oral questions, see the following section), and the main goals of the study, it was decided that a purely formal criterion (question mark at the end of the transcribed sentence) would suffice in identifying MPs' utterances as questions.
A separate and equally important issue in research on questions/interrogatives is the issue of their classification. Questions can be classified in numerous different ways. Often, as it has been noted (Biber et al. 1999: 202) , grammars use the functional terms interchangeably with the structural ones. One of the most widespread classifications is the one based on the way a certain question defines the set of answers. Adopting this criterion, Huddleston and Pullum distinguish between polar, alternative and variable questions. Polar and alternative belong to the group of closed questions, expressed by closed interrogative sentences (yes/no questions or declarative questions, which have declarative syntax, and alternative questions), whereas variable questions are open questions, expressed by open interrogatives (marked by the phrase containing the interrogative word). Similarly, Quirk et al. (1985) group questions into three major categories (1) those that typically expect a reply from an open range of replies, or the so-called wh-questions, (2) those that expect affirmation or negation, the so-called yes-no questions, tag-questions and declarative questions included, and (3) those that expect as a reply one of two or more options presented in the question, the so-called alternative questions (Quirk et al. 1985: 806) . Minor categories include exclamatory questions, with the pragmatic force of an exclamatory assertion, and rhetorical questions, with the pragmatic force of a strong assertion. Exclamatory questions usually have the form of a yes/no question, and in written English they usually end with an exclamation mark. Rhetorical questions can take the form of yes/no or wh-questions, and they typically do not require an answer (ibid: 825-826). If we consider the type of language data that is examined in this study, we find that the analysis of questions/interrogatives in this paper does not require examining the types of response to parliamentary questions. For example, rhetorical questions which, by definition, do not require an answer are always responded to in our data. Furthermore, in close connection to the issue, research shows that yes/no questions do not have to be answered with yes or no, the same way that in the case of alternative questions, the answerer does not have to choose one of the options presented in the question (Bolinger 1978 in Bull 1994 . Additionally, studies of functions of parliamentary questions find that MPs often ask the so-called unanswerable questions, designed mainly to provoke discomfort (Bates et al. 2014: 263) , or even conflictual questions, in which the addressee is forced to equivocation (Bull and Wells 2012: 38) . Therefore, the issue of answer(s) to parliamentary questions is of no relevance in this study in terms of the identification of question types.
For the purposes of the analysis, we shall adopt Quirk et al.'s (1985) classification of questions/interrogatives, with a minor terminological assimilation. Following Kearsley (1976), we shall refer to Quirk et al.'s (1985) category (1) above as "open-form" or "open" questions, and categories (2) and (3) as "closed-form" or "closed" questions. Due to the absence of question mark at their ends, exclamatory questions are not considered in this paper. Similarly, rhetorical questions are considered as a variant of yes/no, or wh-questions. Furthermore, the formal aspects of question-asking proved important in one additional aspect: the structural patterns of the interrogative sentence. Even though there is some mention of simple, complex and embedded interrogatives (with idiosyncratic definitions), 3 Kearsley's framework (1976) does not recognize compound interrogative structures, which were quite frequent in our data. In order to be able to address the typological aspects of their conjoins, compound interrogative sentences needed to be broken down into their independent components. Quirk et al.'s approach to simple, complex and compound sentences (for definitions see 1985: 719, and passim) was used as a starting point in the presentation of the results of the analysis (see section 4), where simple/complex sentences (non-compound interrogative sentence) were treated separately from the compound interrogative sentences.
RESEARCH DESIGN

Language data and methods
The main source of language data in this paper were transcripts of parliamentary debates. The transcripts were retrieved from Hansard, the official report of debates in New Zealand House of Representatives (http:// www.parliament.nz/). We find the same data-collecting technique in Bates at al. (2014) . Other researchers, who mainly focus on the interactional aspects of question-asking, usually turn to transcribing the sessions themselves (see, for example, Harris 2001; Bull and Wells 2012) . However, since the focus of this study is the form of questions, we find the Hansard transcripts of questions to be sufficient for the purposes of this study.
The language data comprise a total of 312 questions. The initial number of collected examples was smaller, and it contained more examples of the Opposition MPs' questions than those of Government MPs'. In the course of preliminary analysis, party membership proved to be significantly related to question form. Therefore, Hansard was searched with the purpose of extracting additional examples of questions asked by the members of Government party (parties). When compared to the number of questions that were analyzed in Nasle|e 36 • 2017 • 233-246 other studies, the number of examples in this study may seem insufficient for any significant analysis. Bull (1994) , for example, analyzes 1045 questions in political interviews. Freed (1994) analyzes 1275 questions in informal dyadic conversations between friends. However, we believe that the criterion of representativeness of language sample should be considered differently in noninstitutional and institutional settings. If we consider the fact that the number of MPs in this Parliament is 120/121, the number of collected examples can be considered adequate for the purposes of this study. 
Hypothesis
As it was noted, the relevant literature usually describes parliamentary questions as polar (yes/no questions), and polar questions are a type of closedform questions. The literature does not explicitly exclude the use of open-form questions in this genre of institutional discourse. Therefore, we start with the assumption that the predominant question form in the discourse of Question Time (hereinafter QT) will be closed questions, and that their frequency will be higher than that of open-form questions.
The resulTs
The analysis of the data that were collected for the purposes of this study shows that the initial step in our analysis of parliamentary questions had to be considering their composition (simple/complex or compound sentences). The main reason for this is the fact that the conjoins within compound interrogative sentences can be typologically different. Therefore, in this section the results will be presented in two subsections. In 4.1. we present the results for those questions that were realized by means of non-compound interrogative sentences, whereas section 4.2. is dedicated to questions that were realized by means of compound interrogative sentences.
As it was expected, the analysis of the video recordings of the QT sessions resulted in the total absence of non-verbal questions. In addition, the transcript analysis yielded only one example of declarative questions. Therefore, the majority of questions in the data were direct questions. In accordance with the adopted theoretical framework, these were divided into open and closed interrogatives, and their various subtypes (yes/no, wh-questions, etc.).
Non-compound interrogative sentences
We start this section with the tabular presentation of the quantitative results of the study. Table 1 shows the distribution of open-form and closed-form interrogative sentences with simple or complex structure (non-compound interrogative sentences). As it can be seen, open-form questions account for 75%, and closed-form questions 24% of the total number of questions which were realized by means of non-compound interrogative sentences. The category of "other" contains one example of a "multiple" question, that is an interrogative sentence with a coordinated interrogative phrase (see Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 874) and one example of an interrogative sentence with declarative syntax (declarative question). Overall quantitative results of this study did not confirm our initial hypothesis, namely that the frequency of closed-form questions will be higher than open-form questions. These results differ from what is reported in the literature on the subject of parliamentary questions, where it is said that they are (predominantly) closed in form. Since no explanation could be given at this point on the basis of such general findings, we proceeded to further analysis of the data. The results are presented below. Table 2 shows the distribution of various question types between the Government MPs (GMPs) and Opposition MPs (OMPs). It seeks to highlight potential differences in the use of various question types by GMPs and OMPs, and to serve as a basis for the explanation of seemingly inconsistent findings of this study when compared to other similar studies. Table 2 shows some interesting tendencies with respect to the GMPs' and OMPs' preferred questions types. Namely, with very few exceptions, Government MPs do not employ yes-no questions, whereas the Opposition MPs use them almost equally frequently as they do wh-questions. Additionally, the majority of GMPs' wh-questions are what-questions. What questions account for 71% of all wh-questions asked by GMPs. Conversely, Opposition MPs prefer yes-no questions, but a significant percentage of wh-questions could also be noticed. We now turn to wh-questions.
As Table 2 shows, what, how, and why questions comprise the greatest proportion of both GMPs and OMPs wh-questions. Discussing pragmatic properties of English question types, Woodbury explains that wh-questions can be divided according to the semantic/pragmatic criterion of specificity/ generality into two groups: those that require a more specific or less specific answer. Questions beginning with what, why and how are satisfied with less informative answers, whereas who, where, and when require more specific answers (1984: 200-206) . A general conclusion that emerges from data analysis is that it would appear that members of both parties prefer to ask less specific questions.
Due to limitations of space in this paper in this part of section 4.1. we will limit our attention to what questions. Further analysis of GMPs' whatquestions indicates frequent repetition of identical or similar phrases. With the purpose of illustration, a list of the most frequent patterns is provided in the table below. What-questions are divided into two groups depending on the function of the what-element (pronoun or determiner) (see Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 872-973) . The use of these almost identical patterns as shown in Table 3 can only be attached to Government MPs. Even though this was not one of the goals of this research, it was noticed that the use of these patterns changed over time: for example, National Party MPs switched to these question patterns the moment their party became part of the government, the same way Labor Party MPs resorted to other, more controlling types of question form after switching to the opposition. More (diachronic) research is necessary to confirm this assumption.
We now turn our attention to closed-form questions. If we take a look at Table 2 again, we can see that, with very few exceptions, Government MPs do not employ closed-form questions. Therefore, the discussion of closed questions will be limited to Opposition MPs' closed questions. In the majority of the examples of OMPs' closed questions, we find the sub-type of yes/ no interrogatives. This would be the expected result, since, as it was already mentioned, previous studies have indicated that yes/no interrogative sentences were the predominant question form. However, if we take into account the fact that the significant number of examples of OMPs' yes/no questions were primary questions that followed the pattern: "Does s/he stand by her/his reported statement…" (as many as half of all Do/Did questions), the number of this type of closed-form questions would be even lower. This finding is unexpected, given previous research on the pragmatic properties of this type of questions. Yes/no interrogatives, as one of the main sub-types of closed-form questions, impose a strong constraint on answering options and they would therefore be expected in an adversarial context such as QT.
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Another surprising finding is the low frequency of alternative interrogatives, and negative yes/no interrogatives, which are powerful linguistic tools that could potentially put even more restraint on Government's answering options and enable more control to the Opposition. Our data do not contain any examples of tag questions either. Woodbury places tag questions on the top of her continuum of control, as they carry the heaviest pragmatic load and enable the most control, at least in courtroom settings (1984: 205) , which is why their complete absence is somewhat unexpected. Table 4 shows the results for questions that were realized by means of compound interrogative sentences. As it was explained (see section 4.1), compound sentences needed to be considered separately because of the typological differences between the conjoins. The conjoins were typically connected into compound structures with the help of semi-colon, or coordinator and. Very frequently we find conditional sentences as second conjoin (e.g. …; if not…; …if so, …): (1) Metiria Turei (Co-Leader Green): Has the Prime Minister seen that New Zealand ranks 22nd out of 24 countries in the OECD for savings, and will his removal of the $1,000 KiwiSaver kick-start contribution make this poor savings record better or worse? (OMP; Oral Questions-Questions to Ministers; May 25, 2016) Table 5 below presents the distribution of compound interrogatives in the data. Even though additional research is necessary, certain tendencies can be noticed. If we take a closer look at the distribution of the compound sentences between Government and Opposition MPs (Table 5) , interesting tendencies come up. Our data show that only two parliamentary questions asked by Government MPs were compound in structure. Furthermore, the majority of the compound interrogatives comprised at least one closed-form question or combinations of two closed-form questions. If the conjoins were to be considered individually, this would change the overall results and confirm the previous findings for this sub-genre of parliamentary discourse (cf. Harris 2001).
Compound interrogative sentences
discussion
In subsection 3.2., it was hypothesized that the frequency of closed-form questions would be higher than that of open-form questions. The assumption was refuted by our findings. In this section we attempt to offer an explanation for the predominance of open-form questions in New Zealand Question Time, in the light of the relevant literature. In addition, we address the high percentage of compound interrogatives in the data.
As we could see in previous sections, the overall results of the quantitative analysis (see Table 1 The results that were shown in Table 2 help illuminate the connection between the frequencies of various question types and the (pragmatic factor of) MPs' party membership. The table clearly shows that Government MPs' questions are typically open in form (97%), whereas we find a higher percentage of closed-form questions in Opposition MPs (55%). The results of this study, Typological analysis of parliamentary questions in New Zealand showed that, even though the Opposition MPs in New Zealand Parliament prefer closed-form questions, they still do not avoid using open-form questions. One of the main reasons for this could be found in the relative simplicity of exploiting these structures as presupposition-triggering devices. Namely, as Quirk et al. explain, wh-questions can generally be matched with statements called their presuppositions, and the presupposed statement is considered to be true by whoever uses the question form (1985: 819-821) . It has been noted in literature on the topic of the UK parliamentary questions that, in the "hands" of the Government MPs, open-form questions serve to present as true the statements about the achievements of the Government or attack the Opposition 6 . Conversely, when they are used by the Opposition MPs, these questions generate presupposition that demonstrate the Government's faults and promote the Opposition parties' policies (see Harris 2001, Bull and Wells 2012) . As the main aim of this paper was to discuss formal properties of questions, pragmatic aspects surrounding their use remain out of scope in this paper. Further research is necessary to support this claim for New Zealand QT.
Another issue that came up in the analysis of our data is the high frequency of compound interrogatives, which were unexpected since the so-called Standing Orders of New Zealand Parliament allow only one question per turn. Harris addresses this issue in the discourse of British PMQs. The author notices that there are certain variations to their prototypical form; an MP may, for example, ask more than one question, in the form of either several coordinated or independent interrogative clauses (Harris 2001: 460) . Furthermore, several authors have pointed out the editing procedures that are done with the purpose of regulating the genre. Chilton (2004) , for example, explains, that in the U.K. House of Commons "Hansard's supposedly verbatim transcription […] 'corrects' the form of interrogatives (and other features) to produce an idealised model of the session that is supposed to have taken place" (ibid. 94). This is one of the reasons why Bull and Wells decided to transcribe the PMQs themselves (2012). The frequency of compound interrogatives could, therefore, be explained by similar editing procedures in New Zealand's Hansard. By turning several independent interrogative sentences into compound interrogatives sentences, the appearance of form is preserved, while allowing more questions to be asked of the government.
CONCLUSION
The paper focused on the form of the parliamentary questions in the speech event of Question Time in New Zealand House of Representatives. It was determined that open-form questions are the predominant question form in New Zealand Question Time. Since these findings contradicted the findings of previous studies (which were, incidentally mainly focused on the U.K. parliamentary questions), qualitative and quantitative analyses were necessary to determine the reason(s) for this apparent inconsistency. Further analysis of question types revealed certain patterns of usage. Namely, one of the main findings of the study is that there appears to be a correlation between the question form and an MP's party membership. The data show that, whereas Government MPs used open-form questions in almost all of the examples (97% of the Government MPs' questions), Opposition MPs used both open-form and closed-form questions. Consistently with previous findings, the percentage of the latter in Opposition MPs is slightly higher than the former (55%). This finding was explained by the nature/goals of previous research on the topic. Namely, most of the studies of parliamentary questions focus on the adversarial nature of parliamentary discourse, which is why they mainly focus on opposition MPs questions.
Another interesting finding concerns compound interrogative sentences. Their frequency was relatively high. This finding was an unexpected corollary of typological analysis of questions in the data. Since compound interrogative sentences contained conjoins that were typologically identical or different, it was necessary to consider them separately from non-compound interrogative sentences (simple+complex). Relatively high frequency of compound interrogative sentences was attributed to Opposition MPs, whereas Government MPs seldom used these structures. This was explained by the need of the Opposition to ask as many questions as possible during their individual turns, while preserving the appearance of the observance of rules, which allow only one question per turn, and ultimately, by the need for the control of the government through question-asking.
As Kearsley notes, any purely structural analysis of questions is incomplete as it neglects the functional differences between question types (1976: 359) . Due to space limitations, this issue could not be addressed in the paper. However, this provides an interesting avenue for further research.
